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ABSTRACT 
 
The Internet acts as a source of information for customers and provides new challenges 
for hospitality managers in managing online complaints. The purpose of this study was to 
examine the role of perceived control and service failure type on propensity to complain. 
Drawing on previous customer complaint behavior studies, it is hypothesized that customers are 
more likely to file a complaint online when they have higher perceived control (vs. lower 
perceived control) and after a core service failure (vs. an interactional service failure). 
Additionally, it is hypothesized there is a joint effect of perceived control and service failure type 
on propensity to complain. Furthermore, it is proposed a higher level of redress propensity 
moderates the relationship between propensity to complain and complaint intention.  
A 2 (perceived control: easy access to complaint section vs. difficult access to complaint 
section) x 2 (failure type: core service failure vs. interactional service failure) between-subject 
experimental design that manipulated written scenarios was used to examine the proposed 
hypotheses. A total of 300 respondents were randomly assigned to one of four written scenarios 
in a restaurant setting.   
Results indicated perceived control and service failure did not have a significant 
association with customers’ propensity to complain. Thus, an alternative model was built to 
explain how perceived control (high vs. low) and service failure (core vs. interactional) impact 
customers’ trust. It was hypothesized that customers are more likely to have higher levels of trust 
when they have higher perceived control (vs. lower perceived control) and after a core service 
failure (vs. an interactional service failure). Furthermore, it was hypothesized that higher levels 
of trust lead to higher behavioral intention. Results indicated a significant association between 
viii 
 
 
perceived control and trust as well as core service failure and trust. Higher levels of perceived 
control results in higher levels of trust, an interactional service failure results in a higher level of 
trust. Lastly, a higher level of trust results in higher behavioral intentions. Theoretical and 
managerial implications are discussed.  
Keywords: e-WOM, perceived control, service failure, seeking redress propensity, trust, 
restaurants 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
The development of the Internet and online communication capabilities have provided 
customers with numerous websites that function as forums where the customers can share their 
purchase experiences (Harrison-Walker, 2001). Word-of-mouth (WOM) is spoken 
communication among customers about the quality of services or products (Haywood, 1989). As 
a key component of online activities, electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM) has been provided by 
online social media facilities to an increasing number of customers, allowing them to share their 
experiences (Kim & Gupta, 2012).  
With the dramatic development of the cyber world, the Internet has become a main tool 
for customers, particularly travelers, to obtain information about desired destinations from other 
customers (Crotts, McLaurin, & Pan, 2007). According to Vlachos (2012), about 87 percent of 
international travelers claimed that they have used the Internet to plan trips, and 43 percent have 
read reviews posted by other travelers. Thus, customers rely heavily on online information to 
make purchase decisions when traveling. 
According to the research by Singh (1988), dissatisfied customers generally choose either 
behavioral actions or non-behavioral actions when making a decision to purchase a product or 
service. In other words, dissatisfied customers generally choose to either complain or keep silent. 
Day, Grabicke, Schaetzle and Staubach (1981) found that most customers tried to communicate 
when dissatisfied with a business. Later, Jin (2007) pointed out that customers who keep silent 
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tend to turn to rival companies or tell their stories of dissatisfaction to friends and family 
members by word of mouth. As a result, the company loses the opportunity to make their service 
or product better (Hirschman, 1970), and the company’s reputation can be harmed by negative 
word-of-mouth (Richins, 1983). Disregard for a customer’s complaint will lead to barriers in the 
company’s investigation into the origin of the incident, as well as decrease opportunities to ease 
customer dissatisfaction and retain customers (Jin, 2007). Hence, observant managers need to 
understand not only the complainers but also the non-complainers (Stephens & Gwinner, 1998). 
The impacts of online reviews are important for travel marketers and systems designers (Gretzel 
& Yoo, 2008). 
Yang and Mattila (2012) suggest that both tie strength and service failure type determine 
customers’ intentions regarding whether to complain. Tie strength can be described as the 
strength of the bond between customers and service providers (Mittal, Huppertz, & Khare, 
2008). A service failure can be described as the service providers’ achievement being below 
customers’ expectations (Hess, Ganesen, & Klein, 2007), and it can be categorized as a core 
failure or an interactional failure (Yang & Mittila, 2012). Richins (1983) presents the concept of 
seeking redress propensity (SRP), which measures customers’ level of inclination to complain 
after a service failure. In addition, according to a study by Chebat, Davidow, and Codjovi (2005), 
SRP plays a role when customers appraise an incident that has gone against their expectations. In 
this study, perceived control is defined as the degree of power an individual has on the 
environment under control the ability to achieve a desired goal (Raines, Oglesby, Unruh, Capron, 
& Schmidt, 2013; Rodin, 1990) and the influence of customers’ intention to complain using the 
Internet (Chang & Chin, 2011).  
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Problem Statement 
 The influences of e-WOM on customer decision-making have been noted by researchers 
(Bodey & Grace, 2007; Hess et al., 2007; Litvin, Goldsmith & Pan, 2008; Liu & Park, 2014; 
Raines et al., 2013; Rodin, 1990; Soscia, 2007; Stephens & Gwinner, 1998; Tripp & Gregoire, 
2011; Yang & Mattila, 2012; Ye, Law & Gu, 2009). Furthermore, several researchers (Bodey & 
Grace, 2007; Raines et al., 2013; Rodin, 1990; Stephens & Gwinner, 1998) have emphasized the 
need to better understand the role of perceived control on the act of complaining. Additionally, 
several researchers (Hess et al., 2007; Yang & Mattila, 2012) have pointed out that types of 
service failure also influence a customer’s intention to complain. However, very few studies 
have examined the effects of perceived control together with types of service failures. 
This study considers the effects of perceived control (high and low) and types of service 
failure (core and interactional) on customers’ intention to complain online. The findings of this 
study will help business owners improve customer service and learn how to persuade dissatisfied 
customers to leave helpful online feedback. 
 
Purpose of Study 
Many researchers have examined online customer complaint behaviors (Litvin et al., 
2008; Liu & Park, 2014; Soscia, 2007; Tripp & Gregoire, 2011; Ye et al., 2009), but few studies 
have investigated the role of perceived control and service failure type on complaint intention. 
Thus, the aim of this study was to examine the joint effects of perceived control and service 
failure type on propensity to complain. In addition, the research examined customers’ level of 
propensity to complain after a service failure. According to Chebat et al. (2005), SRP moderates 
the relationship between customers’ perceived service failure and their intention to complain; 
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customers’ perceived control and their intention to complain; customers’ perceived magnitude of 
the incident and their intention to complain; and customers’ attitudes and their intention to 
complain.  
 
Research Questions 
 This study was guided by the following research questions:  
Q1：What is the association of perceived control and service failure type on 
customers’ propensity to complain? 
Q2: What is the association between customers’ propensity to complain and 
their intention to complain? 
Q3: To what extent does seeking redress propensity moderate the relationship 
between customers’ propensity to complain and their intention to complain? 
 
Significance of the Study 
From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes to a better understanding of 
dissatisfied customers’ intention to complain online and improvement strategies for more 
valuable customer feedback. Additionally, this study adds to the theoretical perspective of 
examining differences in the level of services (core vs. interactional).  
The results of this study offer guidance for hospitality firms, such as restaurants, to better 
serve customers by fully understanding a customer’s psychological process when being served. 
This is important to hospitality businesses for three reasons. First, companies lose valuable 
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feedback when unhappy customers do not complain about the quality of their services and 
products. (Fornell, & Wernerfelt, 1987). Second, hospitality firms lose the opportunity to fix 
problems and keep customers (Hirschman, 1970). Third, a company’s reputation could be 
damaged by negative WOM from frustrated customers (Richins, 1983).  
 
Organization of the Thesis 
This research is framed in five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the research, 
problem statement, research questions, and implications of the study. Next, Chapter 2 provides 
an understanding of e-WOM, and the theoretical model that guided this study. Chapter 3 states 
the proposed methods for solving the research questions, and Chapter 4 presents the study 
results. Lastly, Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the results, with a focus on managerial 
implications for hospitality providers.  
 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms were utilized for the purpose of measuring customers’ propensity to 
complain and trust: 
Electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM): Face-to-face communication and feedback among 
customers about products or services (Carl, 2006). 
Perceived control: The degree to which the environment is seen to be under an individual’s 
control (Raines et al., 2013).  
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Service failure: two types of service failures: a core service failure is a tangible service failure 
provided by the firm, such as burned food; an interactional service failure is an intangible service 
failure provided by the firm, such as waiting time (Yang & Mattila, 2012) or servers’ attitude 
(Keaveney, 1995). 
Seeking redress propensity: the degree to which a customer stands up for his or her rights against 
an incident. The responses include: complain, return the unsatisfied product, notify the 
management, and procrastinate to return the unsatisfied product (Richins, 1983). 
Behavioral intention: customers’ purchasing intentions (Doney & Cannon, 1997). 
 
Assumptions 
In this research, the assumptions of the study are stated in two categories: theoretical 
assumptions and methodological assumptions. Theoretical assumptions are as follows: (a) 
Customers are rational decision makers in purchases of hospitality products/services; (b) 
Customers can identify service failures in delivery of hospitality products/services; and (c) After 
a dissatisfying experience, rational customers seek to rectify the dissatisfying situation. 
Methodological assumptions are as follows: (a) Respondents are able to imagine themselves as a 
customer in written-based scenarios; and (b) Students respondents have experiences dining in 
casual restaurants. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This Chapter provides a review of the recent literature on e-WOM, customer complaint 
behavior, perceived control, service failure type, and customer complaint intention. In particular, 
a customer complaint behavior model was introduced. Within the model, this literature review 
also explains how perceived control and service failure types play a role in customers’ complaint 
intention, and how SRP affects the relationships between perceived control, customers’ 
perceived service failure types, and customers’ propensity to complain.  
 
Electronic Word of Mouth (e-WOM) 
The definition of WOM is face-to-face communication and feedback among customers 
about products or services (Carl, 2006). Word-of-mouth has long been one of the most 
dependable information sources for products or services in the hospitality industry (Litvin et al., 
2008), and it has been an effective tool for customers to reduce perceived risks and uncertainty 
when making a purchase decision (Xie, Zhang, & Zhang, 2014). Westbrook (1987) showed that 
the WOM includes all types of spontaneous communication among customers about the 
ownership, usage, or characteristics of goods and services or their providers. Because the Internet 
industry has been developing quickly since the early 1990’s, an increasing number of companies 
have been trying to implement electronic commerce (Chau, Hu, Lee, & Au, 2007).  
In recent years, the Internet has become a channel for customers to share their 
recommendations with the others (Lee & Li, 2006). The process of word-of-mouth has allowed 
customers to share their experiences that could direct people either to or away from a specific 
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product and service or service provider (Hawkins, Best & Coney, 2004). TripAdvisor.com® has 
been ranked as one of the largest online review websites worldwide, and it was praised as “the 
largest site for unbiased travel reviews, which gives you the real story about hotels, attractions, 
and restaurants around the world” (Litvin et al., 2008). Thus, the World Wide Web-based system 
of information sharing among customers can be considered electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM). 
 
Customer Complaint Behavior 
Customer complaint behavior (CCB) is defined as behavioral or non-behavioral 
responses from customers regarding dissatisfying products or services (Singh, 1988). Three basic 
customer-response options ended with a deteriorating relationship between customers and an 
institution or business. First, dissatisfied customers may quit the relationship (exit); second, 
dissatisfied customers may talk about their experiences (voice); third, dissatisfied customers may 
keep silent but stay in a relationship with the business (loyalty) (Hirschamn, 1970). Similarly, 
dissatisfied customers can be grouped as either “take some action” or “take no action.” The “take 
some action” option can be further categorized as “public action” and “private action”; 
otherwise, the “take no action” option could be expressed as “the dissatisfied customer forgot 
about the incident and did nothing at all” (Day & Landon, 1977). In fact, three dimensions of 
customer complaint behavior have been identified: voiced dissatisfaction (seeking redress from 
service or product providers), private complaint (spreading negative reviews), and third-party 
reviews (sharing the complaint with the public) (Yang & Mattila, 2012).  
Previous researchers indicated that customers who left a comment online played an 
important role in customer complaint behavior (Bougie, Pieters & Zeelenberg, 2003; Tripp & 
Gregoire, 2011). Research by Bougie et al. (2003) defined this type of complaint behavior as 
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feedback left by customers to gain remedy or redress from the service or product providers for 
dissatisfaction in a market context. In addition, Tripp and Gregoire (2011) pointed out that most 
customers who engaged in negative WOM were offended not only by the dissatisfying products 
or services, but also a failed resolution attempt. 
A dissatisfying experience could easily lead customers to spread negative reviews of the 
product or service and resist making a purchase again. Past studies (Bougie et al., 2003; Folkes, 
Koletsky, & Graham, 1987; Nguyen & McColl-Kennedy, 2003; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 
1990; Stephens & Gwinner, 1998) have shown that customers’ complaint behaviors and negative 
word-of-mouth are triggered by service encounter dissatisfaction. Three common causes of 
customer dissatisfaction are: long wait times; unresponsive or impolite employees; and core 
service failures (Bougie et al., 2003).  
 
Model and Hypotheses Development 
To illustrate customers’ online complaint intention, this study used Yang and Matilla’s 
(2012) model of tie strength and service failure type. In this research, tie strength was replaced 
by perceived control, and service failure was adopted as another variable that affect propensity to 
complain. Additionally, this study adopted seeking redress propensity (SRP) as a moderator that 
influences the strength of the relationship between complaint intention and propensity to 
complain. Therefore, this model (Figure 1) includes five variables. In this model, the 
independent variables are perceived control and service failure type. The dependent variable in 
this study is propensity to complain, and the moderating variable is SRP. 
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H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
 
  Figure 1. Theoretical Framework 
 
Perceived control 
 
 Perceived control is the degree to which the environment is seen to be under an 
individual’s control (Raines et al., 2013). Similarly, perceived control was described as “the 
expectation of having the power to participate in making decisions in order to obtain desirable 
consequences and a sense of personal competence in a given situation” (Rodin, 1990, p. 4). In a 
study by Pinto and Mansfield (2006), the results showed that most participants preferred to 
complain electronically, and they pointed out that Internet usage positively affects customers’ 
intention to post negative comments online. The study indicated that technology makes 
complaining easier (Lee & Cude, 2011; Pinto & Mansfield, 2006), and that complainers prefer to 
avoid a direct, critical conversation (Stauss & Seidel, 2004) because they face less psychological 
Complain Intention
Propensity to 
Complain
Perceived Control
Service Failure Type 
Seeking Redress 
Propensity
X 
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stress (Stephen & Gwinner, 1998) and get quicker responses (Lee & Cude, 2011). Those who 
seek a higher level of control are more motivated to post complaints, and they are more likely to 
achieve desired outcomes (Bodey & Grace, 2007). Stephens and Gwinners (1998) also 
investigated customer complaint behavior and concluded that customers’ belief in the need for 
personal control over a given situation plays a role in complaint intention.  
According to the research by Day et al. (1981), the availability of customer assistance 
centers has a positive linear relationship with customers’ intention to complain and seek redress. 
For example, a dissatisfied customer might give up on complaining because he does not own a 
smart phone that can log onto a complaint system, such as Yelp.com®, or has no Wi-Fi 
connection, or does not own an account to post complaints. Thus, perceived control can be 
viewed as a customer’s perceived ability to access an online complaint system. Thus, it was 
proposed: 
H1: Customers are more likely to file a complaint online when they have higher perceived 
control rather than lower perceived control. 
 
Service failure types 
 During the past several years, many researchers have investigated different types of 
service failures. Hess et al. (2007) defined service failure as the quality of service that falls below 
customers’ expectations. Later, Yang and Mattila (2012) categorized this concept according to 
two types: core service failures and interactional service failures. They defined two types of 
service failures: a core service failure is a tangible service failure provided by the firm, such as 
burned food; an interactional service failure is an intangible service failure provided by the firm, 
such as waiting time (Yang & Mattila, 2012) or servers’ attitude (Keaveney, 1995).  
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 Susskind (2011) stated that customers’ expectations about service is a significant 
predictor of their perception of the severity of a service failure. Additionally, previous studies 
suggested that customers’ expectations can be influenced by their confidence in the business 
(Acemoglu & Scott, 1994; Wong & Dioko, 2013). Taken together, it was hypothesized: 
H2: Customers are more likely to file a complaint online after a core service failure rather 
than after an interactional service failure. 
 
Interactional effect 
The two independent variables — perceived control and service failure type — 
may not act alone but may interact with one another. For example, Yang and Mattila 
(2012) found a joint effect of service failure type and tie strength on customer’s 
propensity to complain. Thus, evaluations of propensity to complain may differ when 
customers have different perceived control levels in different service failures. For 
example, a customer who has a smart phone, a Wi-Fi connection, and an account for a 
complaint system like Yelp.com® may have a high propensity to complain. Taken 
together, it was proposed that perceived control and service failure type had a joint effect 
on propensity to complain.  
H3: There is a joint effect of perceived control and service failure type on 
propensity to complain. 
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Seeking redress propensity 
SRP evolved from the concept of “seeking redress” (Richins, 1983). The function of 
seeking redress was to measure the degree of customers’ intention to complain, return the 
product, or simply avoid complaining (Chebat et al., 2005). Richins (1983) suggested that 
customers with different levels of assertiveness could act out different coping strategies with 
market institutions, and that SRP could be built on such assertiveness, which is positively related 
to an individual’s self-confidence (Walker, 2008). In other words, customers seek redress when 
they have the confidence to obtain their desired results (Day & Ash, 1979). Jin (2007) pointed 
out that greater experience with prior complaints resulted in improved techniques, knowledge, 
and communication skills; this might strengthen a customer’s positive attitude and belief that 
complaint behavior could lead to favorable results. For example, customers learned from 
experience which coping behavior to adopt when facing service failures (Chebat et al., 2005). 
Therefore, experience affects a customer’s psychological process when deciding whether to 
complain. Richins (1983) also recommended that SRP could be used as a moderator to influence 
customers’ complaint behavior. Thus, it was hypothesized: 
H4: Seeking redress propensity moderates the relationship between propensity to 
complain and complaint intention. 
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Table 1 provides a summary of literature supporting hypotheses in this research: 
Table 1 
Hypotheses and Supporting Literature 
 
 
Summary 
This Chapter provided an overview of electronic WOM development, customer 
complaint behavior, and propensity to complain. Additionally, the study’s theoretical framework 
and hypotheses were presented.   
 
 
 
  
Hypotheses Key Supporting Literature 
H1:  Customers are more likely file a complaint 
online when they have higher perceived control 
rather than lower perceived control. 
Acemoglu & Scott, 1994; Hess et al., 2007; 
Susskind, 2008; Wong & Dioko, 2013; 
Yang & Mattila, 2012  
H2:  Customers are more likely to file a complaint 
online after a core service failure rather than after an 
interactional service failure. 
Bodey & Grace, 2007; Day et al., 1981; 
Walker, 2008;  Raines et al., 2013; 
Stephens & Gwinner, 2008 
H3: There is a joint effect of perceived control and 
service failure type on propensity to complain. 
Yang & Mattila, 2012 
H4: Seeking redress propensity moderates the 
relationship between propensity to complain and 
complaint intention. 
Chebat et al., 2005; Richins, 1983  
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CHAPTER 3  
METHODOLOGY 
 
This Chapter discusses the methodology used in this study. First, the research design is 
described to show how scenarios were created to collect the desired data to test the hypotheses. 
Second, details of data collection are provided and discussed. Lastly, the method of data analysis 
is explained. 
 
Human Subjects Approval 
 Prior to the data collection, the researcher submitted a consent letter, survey instrument 
and an approval (Appendix A) form to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Iowa State 
University (ISU) for collecting data from human subjects. The purpose was to ensure the safety 
and rights of the human subjects during the research. 
 
Research Design 
An experimental design with a written scenario was used to collect the data and examine 
the impact of perceived control and service failure type on customers’ propensity to complain. 
Rodrigues and Iemma (2014) stated that the five advantages of experimental design are the 
following: first, experimental design is helpful to reduce labor, time and cost by controlling 
extraneous and unwanted factors. Second, all factors are analyzed simultaneously. Third, it is 
possible to optimize multiple responses at the same time. Fourth, experimental error can be 
calculated and analyzed. Fifth, the process depends more on the investigators’ area of interest 
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and expertise than their understanding of statistics. Additionally, previous researchers have 
indicated that experimental design is an appropriate method to help researchers gain insight into 
customer complaint behavior (Bolkan, Goodboy, & Daly, 2010; Lee & Cude, 2011; Thogersen, 
Juhl, & Poulsen, 2009; Yang & Mattila, 2012). Experimental design allowed this research to 
focus on how customers’ perceived control and service failure type lead to propensity to 
complain. 
The research design was a between-subject experimental design 2 (perceived control: 
high vs. low) × 2 (failure type: core service failure vs. interactional service failure). Written 
scenarios were used to construct the four experimental conditions. In each of the written 
scenarios, participants were asked to imagine they were a customer that had a negative 
experience at a restaurant. To manipulate the perceived control variable, participants realized 
they had access to a smart phone, Wi-Fi connection, and an account for Yelp.com® (high 
perceived control); or they did not have access to a smart phone, Wi-Fi connection, or an account 
for Yelp.com® (low perceived control). To manipulate the service failure type variable, 
participants imagined that the restaurant served them food with a fly in it (core failure), or that 
the restaurant made the customer wait for 1 hour and 45 minutes (interactional failure). 
 
Questionnaire Development 
The survey instrument consisted of six sections: consent, three qualification questions, 
four experimental scenarios, three realism questions, seven manipulation check questions, and 10 
demographic/behavioral questions. First, respondents were asked to provide consent by reading 
the consent form, and selecting “agree” if they agreed with the statement in the consent form. 
The qualification questions asked at the beginning were: “Do you live in United States?”, “In the 
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last six months, have you experienced dissatisfaction with services but given up on complaining 
online?”, and "Are you 18 or older?” The three realism questions were: “Did the customer at the 
restaurant have a dissatisfying experience?”, “How realistic was the scenario?”, and “How 
easy/hard was it to imagine yourself as a customer in the scenario?”  
 
Measures 
 Perceived control was measured using three items adapted from the study by Lac, Crano, 
Berger, and Alvaro (2013). Service failure type was examined using two items adapted from a 
service failure type scale by Yang and Mattila (2012). Seeking redress propensity was measured 
using 6 items derived from a study by Richins (1983). Propensity to complain was measured 
using 7 items adapted from a study by Bodey and Grace (2007). Complaint intention was tested 
using 2 items from a study by Kim and Boo (2011). Participants were asked to rate each question 
with a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored by 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree.  
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Sample questions and supporting literature are given in Table 2:       
Table 2 
Sample Questions and Literature Support 
Variables  Items 
Literature 
Support 
Perceived 
Control 
1. It was easy for me to get access to the Internet. 
2. It was easy for me to figure out how to comment in 
the complaint sections that have different website 
designs. 
3. It was easy for me to file a complaint on the 
Internet. 
Lac, A., Crano, 
W. D., Berger, 
D., & Alvaro, E. 
M. (2013). 
Service Failure 
Type 
1. The failure happened in the scenario because the 
restaurant provided bad service. 
2. The failure happened in the scenario because the 
restaurant provided a bad product. 
Yang, W., & 
Mattila, A. S. 
(2012). 
Propensity to 
Complain 
1. If there is service failure, I will complain to the 
company. 
2. If I am dissatisfied with the things I buy, I will 
complain to the shop. 
3. I do not hesitate to complain if it is warranted to do 
so. 
4. Based on my experiences, I am likely to complain 
in the event of service failure. 
5. I am inclined to complain to the service provider if I 
am unhappy with the service. 
6. I am usually reluctant to complain about the service 
regardless of how bad it is. 
7. I am less likely than most people to complain about 
unsatisfactory service. 
Bodey, K., & 
Grace, D. (2007). 
Seeking 
Redress 
Propensity 
1. If a defective product is inexpensive, I usually keep 
it rather than put up a fuss or complain. 
2. I’d rather do almost anything than return a product 
to store. 
3. I am probably more likely to return an 
unsatisfactory product than most people I know. 
4. I often procrastinate when I know I should return a 
defective product to the store. 
5. I would attempt to notify store management if I 
thought service in a store was particularly bad. 
6. I often find it embarrassing to return or exchange 
products I am dissatisfied with. 
Richins, M. 
(1983) 
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Table 2 continued 
Variables Items 
Literature 
Support 
Complaint 
Intention 
1. I would complain to the employee and the manager 
right after experiencing dissatisfaction. 
2. I would make the restaurant take proper action 
right after experiencing the dissatisfaction. 
Kim, J., & Boo, 
S. (2011) 
 
 
Manipulation 
Perceived control was manipulated by using high perceived control versus low perceived 
control. High perceived control was described as the customer having access to smart phone, Wi-
Fi connection, and account for Yelp.com®. Low perceived control was described as the customer 
having no access to a smart phone, Wi-Fi connection, or an account for Yelp.com®. The core 
service failure type scenario involved food with an insect in it, whereas the interactional service 
failure type was a 1 hour and 45-minute wait for food to be delivered.  
The following four scenarios describe each type of situation: 
 
High perceived control/core service failure 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant 
on Friday evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your 
order. When your food arrives, you take a bite, and you see there is a 
fly in your food. You do have your smart phone with you at the 
restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi connection at the restaurant, and you 
already have an account with Yelp.com®.” 
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High perceived control/interactional service failure 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant 
on Friday evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your 
order. Your food arrives after 1 hour and 45 minutes, despite the 
restaurant not being busy. You do have your smart phone with you at 
the restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi connection at the restaurant, and 
you already have an account with Yelp.com®.” 
 
Low perceived control/core service failure 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant 
on Friday evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your 
order. When your food arrives, you take a bite, and you see there is a 
fly in your food. You do not have your smart phone with you at the 
restaurant, there is not a free Wi-Fi connection at the restaurant, and 
you do not have an account with Yelp.com®.”   
 
Low perceived control/interactional service failure 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant 
on Friday evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your 
order. Your food arrives after 1 hour and 45 minutes, despite the 
restaurant not being busy. You do not have your smart phone with 
you at the restaurant, there is not a free Wi-Fi connection at the 
restaurant, and you do not have an account with Yelp.com®.”   
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Table 3 includes detailed descriptions of each of the manipulations for each scenario: 
Table 3 
Descriptions of the Variables 
Perceived Control  
High Smart phone, full access to Internet, account for Yelp.com® 
Low No smart phone, no access to Internet, no account for Yelp.com® 
Service Failure Type  
Core The served food has a fly in it 
Interactional 1 hour and 45-minute wait after the order is placed though the restaurant 
is not busy 
 
 
Pilot Tests 
 
Two pilot tests were conducted to refine measurement items, refine the questionnaire, and 
calibrate manipulations. A copy of the electronic consent form for both pilot tests is provided in 
Appendix B. Pilot test one was conducted with a paper-based questionnaire in an undergraduate 
event management class with 65 students at a university located in the Midwest in Fall 2016. 
Students were randomly assigned to one of four scenarios, and Appendix C provides the 
questionnaire. Pilot test two was conducted with a paper-based questionnaire in another event 
management class in Fall 2016 with 62 students. For pilot test two, students were randomly 
assigned to one of four scenarios, and Appendix E provides the questionnaire. During the last 15 
minutes of each class, the researcher briefly described the questionnaire and then provided the 
questionnaire to each student.   
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Main Study 
Quatrics.com was used to host the survey instrument. In the main study, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the four scenarios by Quatrics.com and asked to answer the survey 
questions. In this study, an e-mail list of all current students at a university in the Midwest was 
purchased through the university’s enrollment service, and then Quatrics.com distributed the 
survey content to all the members on the e-mail list. Students were selected as a viable sample 
since Yang and Mattila (2012) pointed out that students are real life customers, and the 
population sample is more homogenous. Each of the participants was provided with a link to the 
survey. Respondents were asked to read through the consent form and to decide if they agreed 
with the statement that illustrated the participants’ rights. The consent form stated that there was 
no incentive provided. The participants who agreed with the statement signed the consent form 
electronically and proceeded to the survey instrument.  Those who did not agree with the consent 
form were automatically skipped to the ending of the survey instrument. A copy of the electronic 
consent form is provided in Appendix D, and a copy of the survey instrument is provided in 
Appendix E. 
R 3.3.3 was used for all analysis. Table 4 provides a summary of the study hypotheses 
and statistical analysis used in the study. The two independent variables, perceived control and 
service failure types, are categorical, therefore, ANOVA was used to analyze the relationship 
between perceived control and service failure types and propensity to complain. As propensity to 
complain and complaint intention are continuous variables, regression analysis was used to 
analyze the relationship between propensity to complain and complaint intention under the 
influence of seeking redress propensity.  
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Table 4 
Study Hypotheses & Statistical Analysis 
Hypotheses  Methods 
H1: Customers are more likely file a complaint online when they have higher 
perceived control rather than lower perceived control. 
 ANOVA 
H2: Customers are more likely to file a complaint online after a core service 
failure rather than after an interactional service failure. 
 ANOVA 
H3: There is a joint effect of perceived control and service failure type on 
propensity to complain. 
 ANOVA 
H4: A Higher level of redress propensity moderates the relationship between 
propensity to complain and complaint intention. 
 ANOVA 
 
Summary 
In this Chapter, topics include human subject’s approval, research design, questionnaire 
development, measurement items, manipulations, pilot tests procedures, and main study 
procedures. 
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CHAPTER 4  
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 
In this Chapter, the results of the analysis are described. This chapter includes the pilot 
study description and results, information about the main study’s respondents and its procedures, 
the demographic characteristics of respondents, an assumption check, descriptive statistics of 
variables, the ANOVA and regression analysis results, and a manipulation check. 
 
Pilot Test Results 
 Two pilot studies were conducted to assess the relationships of the constructs and to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the scenario manipulations. For the first pilot test, 65 respondents 
were recruited. Results indicated respondents did not perceive a difference in the core service 
failure (core vs. interactional) (F (3, 60) = 0.21, p = 0.31). To correct this concern, the dissatisfying 
core service failure was strengthened to include a fly found in the food.  
In a second pilot study, 62 respondents were recruited. Results indicated that the concern 
in the first pilot study was corrected by the change, and each of the measurements met the 
expectations. The results of the second pilot study met the following expectations. First, in the 
realism check, the ANOVA test revealed that there were no differences among the four scenarios 
when predicting realism (F (3, 58) = 0.98, p = 0.41). Second, the participants had higher evaluation 
in high perceived control scenarios (M = 4.93) than in low perceived control scenarios (M = 
4.86). Third, the participants gave lower scores to service quality in core service failure scenarios 
(M = 3.60) than in interactional service failure scenarios (M = 3.65).  
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Main Study Respondents and Procedures 
 The survey was emailed to 34,340 students at Iowa State University, and 573 participants 
responded (1.67% response rate). Fifteen participants were excluded due to not agreeing to 
participate in the survey in the consent form. An additional total of 133 participants were 
excluded due to answering “no” to the three qualification questions. Among the 133 excluded 
participants, two participants answered no to the question of “do you live in the United States.” 
In addition, 106 participants answered no to the question of “in the last six months, I have 
experienced a dissatisfying hospitality service product, such as restaurant, bar, café, coffee shop, 
or another hospitality service provider.” Last, 25 participants answered no to the question of “are 
you 18 or older?”. A total of 125 respondents were eliminated due to missing survey responses, 
resulting in a total of 300 responses. 
 
Demographic and Behavioral Profile 
 Table 5 provides the demographic profile of the respondents. The mean age of the 
participants was 22.10 years old, and the range of the age of the sample population was from 18 
to 27 years old. For gender, 174 (58.00%) of the participants were female, 120 (40.00%) were 
male, three (0.01%) identified as transgender, and 4 (0.01%) selected “other.” For ethnicity, 254 
(84.67%) were non-Hispanic, White/Caucasian, 7 (2.33%) were Black/of African descent, 16 
(5.33%) were Latino or Hispanic, 11 (3.67%) were Asian/of Asian descent, 6 (2.00%) were 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and 6 (2.00%) stated that they were of mixed 
ethnicity. For highest education level achieved, 196 (65.33%) of the participants indicated that 
they had some college credits. In addition, the participants ate out an average of 3 times per week 
with a range of zero to eight times at a causal restaurant (similar to restaurants like Applebee’s 
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and Perkins), and the average weekly time spent on reading online reviews on websites like 
Yelp.com® was 0.44 hours.  
 Table 5 presents the demographic details. 
Table 5 
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 
 Average/Frequency Percentage 
Age   
Average (years) 22.10  
Gender   
Female  174 58.00 
Male 120 40.00 
Transgender 3 0.01 
Other 4 0.01 
Ethnicity   
Non-Hispanic, White/Caucasian 254 84.67 
Latino or Hispanic 16 5.33 
Asian/of Asian descent 11 3.67 
Black/of African descent 7 2.33 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 6 2.00 
Mixed ethnicity 6 2.00 
Highest Education Level Achieved   
High school degree 14 4.67 
Some college credits 196 65.33 
Undergraduate degree 36 12.00 
Some graduate credits 29 9.67 
Graduate degree 25 8.33 
Eating out, times per week   
Average 3.00  
Reading online reviews, hours per week   
Average 0.44  
 
Internal Consistency 
 Construct reliabilities are high (0.837 ~ 0.944), and Table 6 shows the construct 
reliability of each construct.  
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Table 6 
Internal Consistency 
Variables Cronbach’s Alpha 
Perceived Control 0.878 
Propensity to Complain 0.944 
Complaint Intention 0.914 
Seeking Redress Propensity 0.837 
 
 
Manipulation Checks  
 Of the 300 participants, 70 participants were assigned to the scenario of high perceived 
control and core service failure, 74 participants were assigned to the scenario of high perceived 
control and interactional service failure, 74 participants were assigned to the scenario of low 
perceived control and core service failure, and 82 participants were assigned to the scenario of 
low perceived control and interactional service failure. 
Respondents were more likely to report that perceived control was higher when they had 
access to a smart phone, a Wi-Fi connection, and an account for Yelp.com® (M = 6.09) than 
when they had no access to a smart phone, a Wi-Fi connection, or account for Yelp.com® (M = 
2.39), (t298 = 31.95, p < 0.00).  For service failure type, respondents could recognize a difference 
between core service failure (M = 3.97) and interactional service failure (M = 6.04), (t298 = -
12.69 p < 0.00).  
For realism checks, three questions were given to the participants. First, the participants’ 
ratings indicated that the customers had a dissatisfying experience at the restaurant in the 
scenario (M = 5.97), and there were no differences among the four scenarios (F (3,296) = 1.38, p = 
0.25). Second, the respondents perceived the scenario settings as realistic (M = 5.23), and there 
were no differences among the four scenarios (F (3,296) = 0.89, p = 0.45). Third, participants 
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indicated that it was easy to imagine themselves as a customer in this situation (M = 5.57), and 
there were no differences among the four scenarios (F (3,296) = 1.62, p = 0.19) at a reasonable 
alpha level. Taken together, the results support effective manipulation and realism checks. 
 
Assumptions 
 The following assumptions were examined for ANOVA analysis: independence, 
normality, homoscedasticity and multicollinearity. For independence of observation, each of the 
participants received the survey via their personal email account and completed the survey 
without being influenced by others, so the assumption of independence was met. To test the 
assumption of normality of distribution, the histogram of the residuals was roughly normal; QQ-
plot of the residuals displayed a rough linear trend; and the Shapiro-Wilk Test showed a p-value 
of less than 0.01. The dependent variable, propensity to complain, was evaluated via a histogram 
and was found to be bell-shaped. For multicollinearity, the analysis showed that none of the 
variables including the interaction item had a variance inflation factor (VIF) since the values 
were less than 5 (see Table 8). For homoscedasticity, residual plots did not show any fans; the 
finding of Levene’s Test rejected the null hypothesis that there was homoscedasticity (p < 
0.000).   
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Residuals 
The figures for the QQ-plot and histogram are shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3: 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. QQ-Plot  
 
 
 
Figure 3. Histogram 
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ANOVA Results 
 The ANOVA procedure tested the effects of perceived control and service failure type, 
and the interaction between those two variables on propensity to complain. According to the 
analysis summary, perceived control (F (1,296) = 1.42, p = 0.24), service failure types (F (1,296) = 
0.16, p = 0.69) and their interactions (F (1,296) = 0.01, p = 0.92) had no significant association with 
propensity to complain since all the p-values are larger than any reasonable alpha level. The 
ANOVA results are included in Table 7.  
Table 7 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F p 
Corrected Model 4.42a 3 1.47 0.52 0.67 
Intercept 2892.65 1 2892.65 1030.69 0.00 
Perceived Control  3.98 1 3.98 1.42 0.24 
Service Failure  0.45 1 0.45 0.16 0.69 
Perceived Control 
x Service Failure 
0.03 1 0.03 0.01 0.92 
Error 830.73 296 2.81   
Total 3731.80 300    
Corrected Total 835.14 299    
 
H1 proposed that customers are more likely to file a complaint online when they have 
higher perceived control rather than lower perceived control. Based on the findings, perceived 
control is not associated with propensity to complain (F (1,296) = 1.42, p = 0.24). Thus, this 
hypothesis is not supported by the results. 
H2 proposed that customers are more likely to file a complaint online after a core service 
failure rather than after an interactional service failure. Based on the findings, the service failure 
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type is not associated with propensity to complain (F (1,296) = 0.16, p = 0.69). Thus, this 
hypothesis is not supported by the results. 
H3 proposed that there is a joint effect of perceived control and service failure type on 
propensity to complain. The findings indicate that the interaction between perceived control and 
service failure type does not influence the propensity to complain (F (1,296) = 0.01, p = 0.92). 
Thus, this hypothesis is not supported. 
 
Regression Analysis 
Regression analysis was used to examine the relationship between propensity to complain 
and complaint intention, and the strength of the relationship was moderated by seeking redress 
propensity. Seeking redress propensity was split via median split into two groups (M = 4.22): 
high (N = 149) and low (N = 151). According to the results, propensity to complain is not a 
significant predictor of complaint intention (F (1,296) = 0.44, p = 0.51). However, when seeking 
redress propensity was removed from the model, the regression analysis indicated that the 
propensity to complain is a significant predictor of the complaint intention F (1,298) = 5.49, p = 
0.02).  
Results are shown in Table 8: 
Table 8         
ANOVA Analysis Results  
Source Sum Sq df F p VIF 
Propensity to Complain 1.10 1 0.44 0.51 1.63 
Seeking Redress Propensity 166.80 1 66.90 0.00 4.71 
Propensity to Complain * Seeking Redress 
Propensity 
3.36 1 1.35 0.25 4.57 
Residuals 737.90 296    
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H4 proposed that a higher level of redress propensity moderates the relationship between 
propensity to complain and complaint intention. According to the results, under the influence of 
the seeking redress propensity, the propensity to complain is not a significant predictor. 
However, when the model excluded seeking redress propensity, the propensity to complain 
became a significant predictor of complaint intention. Thus, this hypothesis is not supported.  
 Table 9 shows the conclusions of the hypothesis: 
 Table 9 
Hypothesis Showcase 
Hypothesis 
Order Description Status 
1 Customers are more likely file a complaint online when they have 
higher perceived control rather than lower perceived control. 
Not 
Supported 
2 Customers are more likely to file a complaint online after a core 
service failure rather than after an interactional service failure. 
Not 
Supported 
3 There is a joint effect of perceived control and service failure type 
on propensity to complain. 
Not 
Supported 
4 Higher level of redress propensity moderates the relationship 
between propensity to complain and complaint intention. 
Not 
Supported 
 
Alternative Model 
 An alternative model was then used to examine perceived control and service failure type 
on trust. Since trust has been examined in the context of online studies (Chang & Chang, 2011; 
Huang, Ba, & Lu, 2014), the following model was examined (see Figure 4). Similar to the 
studies conducted by Chang and Chang (2011) and Huang et al. (2014), perceived control and 
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H6 
H5 
H7 
service failure type were proposed to impact trust. Additionally, trust was suggested to impact 
the relationship of behavioral intentions (Doney & Cannon, 1997).  
Table 10 and Figure 4 showcase the proposed theoretical framework as the followings: 
Table 10 
 
Additional Hypotheses & Statistical Analysis 
 
 
 
  Figure 4. Alternative Theoretical Framework 
 
Behavioral IntentionTrust
Perceived Control
Service Failure
Hypotheses Literature Support Method 
H5: Higher perceived control will lead to higher 
trust than lower perceived control. Chang & Chang, (2011) 
ANOVA 
H6:  Core service failure will lead to lower trust 
than an interactional service failure. 
Huang et at. (2014) 
ANOVA 
H7:  Higher levels of trust lead to higher levels of 
behavioral intentions. 
Doney & Cannon, (1997) 
Regression 
Analysis 
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Measurement items  
Table 11 shows the measurement items and construct reliabilities for each construct for 
the alternative model. For trust, three items were modified from Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol 
(2002) and for behavioral intentions, three items were modified from Chiang and Jang (2006) 
and Han and Jeong (2013). 
Table 11  
Additional Survey Items  
Variables Survey Questions References Cronbach’s Alpha 
Trust 
  
• I feel that this restaurant is 
trustworthy. 
• I have confidence in the 
services of this restaurant. 
• I feel that this restaurant has the 
ability to provide good services. 
Sirdeshmukh et 
al. (2002) 
0.77 
Behavioral 
Intentions 
 
• I would like to come back to 
this restaurant in the future. 
• I would recommend this 
restaurant to my friends or 
others. 
• I would say positive things 
about this restaurant to others. 
Chiang & Jang 
(2006); Han & 
Jeong (2013) 
0.88 
 
Assumptions (alternative) 
The following assumptions were examined for ANOVA analysis: normality, 
homoscedasticity and multicollinearity. To fulfill the requirement of normality of distribution, 
histogram of the residuals was approximately normal; QQ plot of the residuals displayed a linear 
trend; the Shapiro-Wilk Test showed a p-value greater than an alpha of 0.01 (p = 0.02), so it 
failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was normality, but the sample size was large 
enough. Thus, the assumption of normality and histogram were met. For homoscedasticity, 
residual plot slightly showed a megaphone shape, but the sample size was large; Levene’s Test 
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failed to reject the null hypothesis that there was homoscedasticity (p = 0.28). In conclusion, the 
assumptions of independence and normality were met; homoscedasticity was reasonably met; 
and there was no evidence of multicollinearity.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Q-Q plot  
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Figure 6. Histogram of Residuals 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Residual Plot 
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Alternative model results 
Table 12 illustrates the descriptive statistics: 
Table 12  
Mean Scores of Effects  
Perceived Control Service Failure Types Mean Std. Deviation N 
High 
Core 3.05 1.18 70 
Interactional 3.60 1.02 74 
Total 3.32 1.13 144 
Low 
Core 2.86 1.04 74 
Interactional 3.19 1.10 82 
Total 3.02 1.08 156 
Total 
Core  2.95 1.12 144 
Interactional 3.39 1.06 156 
Total 3.16 1.11 300 
 
  
ANOVA (alternative model) 
ANOVA examined the effects of perceived control and service failure type on trust. 
Perceived control was associated with trust (F (1,296) = 5.69, p = 0.02). Service failure type was 
also associated with trust (F (1,296) = 12.49, p < 0.01). The interaction effect of the two 
independent variables was not significant (F (1,296) = 0.79, p = 0.37). The ANOVA results are 
shown in Table 13.  
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Table 13  
Tests of Between-Subject Effects 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F p 
Corrected Model 22.12a 3 7.37 6.26 0.00 
Intercept 3018.97 1 3018.97 2563.06 0.00 
High & Low 
Perceived Control 
6.70 1 6.70 5.69 0.02 
Core & 
Interactional 
Service Failure 
14.71 1 14.71 12.49 0.00 
Perceived Control x 
Service Failure 
0.93 1 0.93 0.79 0.37 
Error 348.65 296 1.18   
Total 3372.78 300    
Corrected Total 370.77 299    
 
 H5 proposed that higher perceived control will lead to higher trust than lower perceived 
control. The ANOVA results indicated that perceived control has significant association with 
trust (F (1,296) = 5.69, p = 0.02). Customers with higher perceived control were more likely to have 
higher trust evaluations (M = 3.32), than the customers with lower perceived control who had 
lower trust evaluations (M = 3.02). Thus, H5 was supported. 
 H6 proposed that core service failure will lead to lower trust than an interactional service 
failure. The ANOVA indicated that the service failure type has significant association with trust 
(F (1,296) = 12.49, p < 0.01).  The customers who experienced an interactional failure type were 
more likely to have higher trust evaluations (M = 3.39), than the customers with a core service 
failure type who had lower trust evaluations (M = 2.95). Therefore, the H6 was supported. 
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Table 14 illustrates the relationship between trust and behavioral intention: 
Table 14   
Regression Analysis Results      
 
Source Estimated Std Error T p  
Intercept 0.29 0.13 2.18 0.03  
Trust 0.76 0.04 19.56 0.00  
Note. R2 = 0.5621 (R2adj= 0.5607)      
 
 H7 proposed that a higher level of trust leads to a higher level of behavioral intention. For 
the analysis regarding the relationship between trust and behavioral intention, the results 
indicated that trust is a significant predictor of behavioral intention (T = 19.56, p < 0.01). Thus, 
H7 was supported. 
 Table 15 shows the status of the hypotheses of the alternative model: 
Table 15 
Hypotheses Showcase 
Hypotheses Description Status 
H5 Higher perceived control will lead to higher trust than lower 
perceived control. 
Supported 
H6 Core service failure will lead to lower trust than an interactional 
service failure. 
Supported 
H7 Higher level of trust leads to higher level of behavioral intention. Supported 
 
 
Summary 
This chapter provided the results of the main study and all proposed hypothesis. For the 
main model, four hypotheses (H1 – H4) did not receive support from the data. Thus, an 
alternative model was presented, and results found that both perceived control and service failure 
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have significant association with trust. Results also indicated that trust is a significant predictor 
of behavioral intention. The next chapter offers a discussion of the results, implications, 
limitations, and suggestions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 5  
DISCUSSION 
 
 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how perceived control and service failure 
type impact customers’ complaint behavior, and to test customers’ future purchase intentions by 
investigating customers’ behavioral intentions. In the original model, perceived control and 
service failure were set as independent variables. It was proposed that perceived control and 
service failure impact customers’ propensity to complain, which in turn influences complaint 
intention. The data analysis indicated that neither of the two independent variables was 
significant predictor of customers’ propensity to complain. Thus, an alternative model was 
proposed. In the alternative model, similarly, perceived control and service failure type were 
independent variables; trust and behavioral intention were also independent variables. The 
research questions regarding this alternative model were as follows: what is the impact of 
perceived control and service failure type on trust? Secondly, what is the relationship between 
trust and behavioral intention? 
According to previous studies, service failure type and perceived control have an impact 
on customers’ propensity to complain (Yang & Mattila, 2012), and the strength of the 
relationship between propensity to complain and complaint intention is moderated by seeking 
redress propensity (Chebat et al., 2005; Richins, 1983). In the original model of this study, the 
results contradict previous research. There are several possible reasons for this. First, the 
scenario settings could have been more varied. A customer does not to express an opinion online 
right away. A dissatisfied customer could go home or to any desired location where they could 
use a computer to go online. Second, the demographic setting could have been more diverse 
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since age, gender and cultural background affect customers’ complaint behaviors. Based on the 
results, the service failure was not a predictor of customers’ propensity to complain, given the 
hypothetical scenarios. Obviously, each person had his or her own standards to make a judgment 
about whether a certain type of service failure is harmful. For example, gender makes a 
difference in customers’ complaint behavior (Ndubisi & Tam, 2007). In this case, an incident of 
a fly in food might be unacceptable to female customers while it might be ignored by male 
customers.  
In the analysis of the alternative model, the findings were as follows. First, when 
perceived control is high, customers have a higher trust evaluation. In other words, customers are 
more likely to trust the restaurant when they have higher access to an online complaint 
application; Second, when the service failure type is interactional, customers are more likely to 
show a higher level of trust. When the customer perceives that their interests are less likely to be 
harmed, it will make the customer more likely to trust the restaurant. 
 In summary, the findings suggest that access to the Internet plays an important role of 
encouraging customers to perceive the restaurant to be a reliable place. In other words, setting up 
a free “hot spot” with easy access in the restaurant helps the restaurant gain customers’ trust. In 
addition, when compared to bad food, customers are more concerned with waiting time. Thus, 
good management could shorten the waiting time for service in restaurants. 
 
Main Effects Discussion 
The results showed that the relationship between perceived control and trust is consistent 
with previous findings in the literature. Previous studies indicated that perceived control was 
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significantly associated with customers’ trust on Taobao.com, one of the largest e-commerce 
businesses in East Asia (Huan, Ba, & Lu, 2014). The level of perceived control is the customers’ 
expectations of the ability to control a situation to obtain his or her desired consequences in a 
given context (Rodin, 1990). Research by Huang et al. (2014) supports that a platform provider 
will be able to gain more trust from its customers and even attract more customers by allowing 
more user control. Similarly, the findings in this study showed that there is a positive linear 
relationship between perceived control and the trust. In other words, if a restaurant installs Wi-Fi 
devices with good signal coverage, unsatisfied customers will put more trust in the business. 
 The results showed that the relationship between service failure type and trust supports 
previous research. Chang and Chang (2011) stated that service failures not only decrease 
customers’ satisfaction, but also reduce their trust and commitment to firms. In this study, the 
results show that service failure type is significantly associated with the trust. Specifically, 
customers are more likely to give a lower trust evaluation when they are involved in a core 
service failure than an interactional service failure. As suggested by Stephens and Gwinner 
(1998), one of the factors that influence customers’ complaint behavior is called “goal 
incongruence.”  “Goal incongruence” is considered to be what customers perceives as the 
severity of a service failure (Yang & Mattila, 2012). In this case, customers perceived a 1 hour 
and 45-minute wait as a worse incident than food served with a fly. Therefore, a core service 
failure leads to a lower trust evaluation.  
  Another finding in this study indicated that there is a strong positive linear relationship 
between trust and behavioral intention. In other words, when customers believe that their 
personal interests are guaranteed to be protected when dealing with a business, their future re-
purchase intention will increase. 
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Implications 
 The online industry has dramatically changed people’s lives in many respects, including 
offering convenient online communication between services providers and customers. Since 
customer review websites, such as Yelp.com® or TripAdvisor.com®, have matured and become 
more reliable, the Internet has become a convenient way for customers to communicate about 
their experiences. Many researchers have previously investigated customers’ complaint behavior 
triggered by perceived control, but few studies have investigated that how perceived control and 
service failure type put together to affect trust. By examining the factors of perceived control and 
service failure type, this study contributes to the literature with findings about what make 
customers choose to trust the restaurants. 
 
Limitations and Future Studies 
 The current study has several limitations that could be identified and clarified in the 
future studies. First, the average age of the surveyed participants is 22.1 years old. Customers in 
different age groups may have different perceptions of complaint behavior. This may influence 
the role of perceived control in the theoretical model. In general, when compared with older 
people, young people are more likely to use smart phones and the Internet skillfully. The limited 
age range of participants may affect the significance of the role of perceived control in this 
model.  
 Second, for the settings of the scenarios, originally, “core service failure” was described 
as “food with fly”, while the “interactional service failure” was described as a “1 hour and 45-
minute wait.” The results were the opposite of what was expected: participants perceived that a 
“1 hour and 45-minute wait” was worse than “food with fly” based on the average ratings for 
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each scale as describe in the manipulation section. In future studies, the setting of core service 
failure and interactional service failure could be improved. 
 Third, in this study, a restaurant is the main location in the scenarios. However, in 
hospitality industry, many locations could be used to test potential service failure incidents. For 
example, future research could involve airlines, hotels, theme parks, or hospitals.  
 Fourth, a total of 127 students from event management classes participated the two pilot 
studies, and the population of the main study included all the students at Iowa State University. 
Therefore, the 127 students who took pilot tests may have been included in the main study. In 
future studies, the researchers need to make sure that the sample population does not include the 
participants who took the survey for pilot tests. 
 Finally, in this study, the sample population was university students in the Midwest. 
Future studies could be more diverse regarding the participants’ age, race, educational level, 
income or culture. For example, income could affect customers’ complaint behavior, and college 
students relatively have lower income than others. Thus, in future studies, researchers could 
collect data from visitors to a city known for tourism where the population might be more 
diverse. 
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APPENDIX B 
CONSENT FORM (PILOT TEST 1 AND 2) 
 
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Study:  The Role of Perceived Control and Redress Propensity on Propensity to 
Complain 
Investigator:  Xiaolong Shao  
This form help you better understand the purpose of the study. Your participation of this study is 
completely on your willingness to participate. If you have any questions or concerns, please let 
the investigator know before participating the survey. 
I would like to invite you to participate in my study to help us better understand customers’ 
avoidance of complaining online in order to make strategies for hospitality industry 
managements to collect more feedbacks from dissatisfied customers for future improvement. 
This information will be anonymous. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to 
participate.  
Introduction 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of perceived control and redress propensity on 
propensity to complain.  
You are being invited to participate in this study because you are currently enrolled in EVENT 
471/271 Fall 2016 Iowa State University/have an Iowa State University email address. 
You should not participate if you are under the age of 18, are not from the United States, and 
have not experienced a dissatisfying situation with a hospitality provider in the last six months. 
Description of Procedures 
If you agree to take this survey, your participation will involve completing a web-based 
questionnaire about your coping strategies on a service failure. You will be asked to role play a 
customer who had a dissatisfying situation. The survey is expected to take about 15 minutes.  
Risks or Discomforts 
While participating in this study, there are no known risks/discomforts.   
Benefits  
If you decide to participate in this study, there will be no benefits. In addition, it is hoped that the 
information gained in this study will benefit academia by understanding the role of perceived 
control and redress propensity on propensity to complain.  
Costs and Compensation 
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You will not have any costs from participating in this study.  
Participant Rights 
Whether to participate this study is totally at your own willingness. During the survey, you can 
stop anytime, for any reason. Additionally, you also can skip any question. 
Your choice of whether or not to participate will have absolutely no impact on you as a student 
or affiliation with Iowa State University in any way.  
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please 
contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, (515) 294-3115, 
Office for Responsible Research, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011.  
Confidentiality 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by applicable 
laws and regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal government 
regulatory agencies auditing departments of Iowa State University, and the Institutional Review 
Board (a committee that reviews and approves human subject research studies) may inspect 
and/or copy study records for quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain 
private information.  
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be taken:  
All data files and documents pertaining to this research will be completely held confidential 
under password protected computer files. Additionally, no identifiers, will be collected in this 
research.  
Questions  
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information about 
the study, contact Xiaolong Shao, 515-520-2400, js2009@iastate.edu or Eric D. Olson, PhD, 
515-294-0699, olsoned@iastate.edu. 
Consent and Authorization Provisions (for pilot study) 
Your signature indicates that you have voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document, and that your 
questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive a copy of the written informed 
consent prior to your participating in the study. 
Participant’s Name (printed) ____________________________ 
Participant’s Signature ____________________________ 
Date ________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT (1ST PILOT STUDY) 
 
Qualification Questions 
1. Do you live in the United States?  ___Yes ___No 
2. In the last six months, have you experienced a dissatisfying hospitality service product, such 
as at restaurant, bar, café, coffee shop, or another hospitality service provider?  ___Yes ___No 
3. Are you at least 18 years or older? ___Yes  ___No 
Please read the follow scenario. 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday evening.  
After reviewing the menu, the server takes your order. When your food arrives, you take 
a bite and realize that your food is burnt. Thus, you decide to leave a review about the 
restaurant about your experience on the online review website, Yelp.com®. You do have 
your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi connection at the 
restaurant, and you already have an account with Yelp.com®. “ 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday evening.  
After reviewing the menu, the server takes your order. Your food arrives after 45 
minutes, despite the restaurant not being busy. Thus, you decide to leave a review about 
the restaurant about your experience on the online review website, Yelp.com®. You do 
have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi connection at 
the restaurant, and you already have an account with Yelp.com®.” 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday evening.  
After reviewing the menu, the server takes your order. When your food arrives, you take 
a bite and realize that your food is burnt. Thus, you decide to leave a review about the 
restaurant about your experience on the online review website, Yelp.com®. You do not 
have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is not a free Wi-Fi connection 
at the restaurant, and you do not have an account with Yelp.com®.” 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday evening.  
After reviewing the menu, the server takes your order. Your food arrives after 45 
minutes, despite the restaurant not being busy. Thus, you decide to leave a review about 
the restaurant about your experience on the online review website, Yelp.com®. You do 
not have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is not a free Wi-Fi 
connection at the restaurant, and you do not have an account with Yelp.com®.” 
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Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on the scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree 7 = Strongly Agree 
The customer in the scenario had Internet access through a Wi-Fi 
connection. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The customer in the scenario knew which website to go to file a 
complaint. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
It was easy for the customer in the scenario to file a complaint 
about the restaurant on the Internet.  
1       2 3 4 5 6 7 
The customer had his/her smart phone with in order to file a 
complaint about the restaurant on the Internet. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
      1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
The restaurant has bad service. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The restaurant has bad food. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The wait time to receive the food after ordering was acceptable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
If you were a customer in the scenario, please indicate the likelihood of doing the following: 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
Complain to the manager/waiter of the restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Make certain that the restaurant manager knew exactly what you 
thought about the service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Try to discourage other people from dining at this restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Recommend this restaurant to your friends and acquaintances. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on the scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree 7 = Strongly Agree 
I feel that this restaurant is trustworthy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I have confidence in the services of this restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel that this restaurant has the ability to provide good services.  1       2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
If I were a customer in this scenario, I would complain to the 
company. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
If I were dissatisfied with the things I buy at this restaurant, I would 
complain to the restaurant. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
If I were a customer in this scenario, I would not hesitate to 
complain if it was warranted to do so. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Based on my experiences, I am likely to complain in the event of a 
service failure. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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I am inclined to complain to the service provider if I am unhappy 
with the service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am usually reluctant to complain about the service regardless of 
how bad it is. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am less likely than most people to complain about unsatisfactory 
service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
     1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
I would complain to the employee and the manager right after 
experiencing dissatisfaction. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would make the restaurant take proper action right after 
experiencing the dissatisfaction. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements, assuming you were placed 
as the customer in the scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
The customers had a dissatisfying experience at the restaurant in 
this scenario. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Very Unrealistic  7=Very Realistic 
How realistic was the scenario? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Very Difficult  7=Very Easy 
How difficult/easy was it to imagine yourself as a customer in this 
situation? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on your 
experiences. 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
If a defective product is inexpensive, I usually keep it rather than 
put a fuss or complain. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I’d rather do almost anything than return a product to store. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am probably more likely to return an unsatisfactory product than 
most people I know. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I often procrastinate when I know I should return a defective 
product to the store. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
60 
 
 
I would attempt to notify store management if I thought service in a 
store was particularly bad. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
        
Lastly, we have a few demographic questions to ask: 
What is your age? ___________ 
What is your ethnicity?  
____Non-Hispanic, White/Caucasian 
____Latino or Hispanic 
____Black/of African descent 
____Asian/of Asian descent 
____American Indian or Alaska Native 
____Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
____Mixed ethnicity 
____Other (Please list) ___________ 
Of the following, how do you identify? 
____Male 
____Female  
____Transgender 
____Other (please list) 
What zip code do you live?_______ 
How many children under 18 live in your household? 
___0 
___1 
___2 
___3 
___4 
___5 and above 
What is your employment status? 
___Work full-time 
___Retired 
___Work part-time 
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___Own business 
___Unemployed 
___Student 
___Other (please list) ___________ 
What is your highest education level? 
____Some primary school 
____High school degree 
____Some college credits 
____Undergraduate degree 
____Some graduate credits 
____Graduate 
On average, how many times a week do you eat at causal restaurants (similar to restaurants like 
Applebee’s and Perkins)?  ____ times per week 
On average, how many hours do you spend looking at online reviews every week on online 
review websites, such as Yelp.com® or TripAdvisor.com®?  ____ hours a week 
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APPENDIX D  
CONSENT FORM (MAIN STUDY) 
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APPENDIX E 
 
SURVEY ISNTRUMENT (MAIN TEST AND 2ND PILOT TEST) 
 
Qualification Questions 
1. Do you live in the United States?  ___Yes ___No 
2. In the last six months, have you experienced a dissatisfying hospitality service product, 
such as at restaurant, bar, café, coffee shop, or another hospitality service provider?  
___Yes ___No 
3. Are you at least 18 or older? ___Yes ___No 
Please read the follow scenario. 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday 
evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your order. When your 
food arrives, you take a bite, and you see there is a fly in your food. You do have 
your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi connection at 
the restaurant, and you already have an account with Yelp.com®. “ 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday 
evening.  After the review the menu, the server takes your order. Your food 
arrives after 1 hour and 45 minutes, despite the restaurant not being busy. You 
do have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is a free Wi-Fi 
connection at the restaurant, and you already have an account with 
Yelp.com®.” 
 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday 
evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your order. When your 
food arrives, you take a bite, and you see there is a fly in your food. You do not 
have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is not a free Wi-Fi 
connection at the restaurant, and you do not have an account with Yelp.com®.”   
 
“You and your friends decide to go to dinner at a causal restaurant on Friday 
evening.  After you review the menu, the server takes your order. Your food 
arrives after 1 hour and 45 minutes, despite the restaurant not being busy. You 
do not have your smart phone with you at the restaurant, there is not a free Wi-
Fi connection at the restaurant, and you do not have an account with 
Yelp.com®.”   
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Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on the 
scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree 7 = Strongly Agree 
The customer in the scenario had Internet access through a Wi-Fi 
connection. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The customer in the scenario knew which website to go to file a 
complaint. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
It was easy for the customer in the scenario to file a complaint 
about the restaurant on the Internet.  
1       2 3 4 5 6 7 
The customer had his/her smart phone with in order to file a 
complaint about the restaurant on the Internet. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 1=Strongly Disagree   7=Strongly Agree 
The restaurant has bad service. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The restaurant has bad food. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The wait time to receive the food after ordering was acceptable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
If you were a customer in the scenario, please indicate the likelihood of doing the 
following: 
1=Strongly Disagree 7=Strongly Agree 
Complain to the manager/waiter of the restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Make certain that the restaurant manager knew exactly what you 
thought about the service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Try to discourage other people from dining at this restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Recommend this restaurant to your friends and acquaintances. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on the 
scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree 7 = Strongly Agree 
I feel that this restaurant is trustworthy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I have confidence in the services of this restaurant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel that this restaurant has the ability to provide good services.  1       2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
I would like to come back to this restaurant in the future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would recommend this restaurant to my friends or others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would say positive things about this restaurant to others.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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                                                                                           1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
I would complain to the employee and the manager right after 
experiencing dissatisfaction. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would make the restaurant take proper action right after 
experiencing the dissatisfaction. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
If I were a customer in this scenario, I would complain to the 
restaurant. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
If I were dissatisfied with the items I ordered at this restaurant, I 
would complain to the restaurant. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
If I were a customer in this scenario, I would not hesitate to 
complain if it was warranted to do so. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Based on my experiences, I am likely to complain in the event of a 
service failure. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am inclined to complain to the service provider if I am unhappy 
with the service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am usually reluctant to complain about the service regardless of 
how bad it is. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am less likely than most people to complain about unsatisfactory 
service. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements, assuming you 
were placed as the customer in the scenario. 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
The customers had a dissatisfying experience at the restaurant in 
this scenario. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1=Very Unrealistic  7=Very Realistic 
How realistic was the scenario? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1=Very Difficult  7=Very Easy 
How difficult/easy was it to imagine yourself as a customer in this 
situation? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements based on your 
experiences. 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
Not complaining about unsatisfactory products or services makes 
me uneasy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
It is my duty to complain about unsatisfactory products or services. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
People should not complain because companies sometimes sell 
unsatisfactory products or services. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I rarely complain when products or services are unsatisfactory. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Rather than exchanging the product or getting a refund, I usually 
use the unsatisfactory product if it is not so expensive. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
1=Strongly Disagree  7=Strongly Agree 
If a defective product is inexpensive, I usually keep it rather than 
put a fuss or complain. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I’d rather do almost anything than return a product to store. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am probably more likely to return an unsatisfactory product than 
most people I know. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I often procrastinate when I know I should return a defective 
product to the store. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would attempt to notify store management if I thought service in a 
store was particularly bad. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I often find it embarrassing to return or exchange products I am 
dissatisfied with.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
If I am dissatisfied with a product, I will complain. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
        
Lastly, we have a few demographic questions to ask: 
What is your age? ___________ 
What is you zip code do?_______ 
What is your ethnicity?  
____Non-Hispanic, White/Caucasian 
____Latino or Hispanic 
____Black/of African descent 
____Asian/of Asian descent 
____American Indian or Alaska Native 
____Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
____Mixed ethnicity 
____Other (Please list) ___________ 
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Of the following, how do you identify? 
____Male 
____Female  
____Transgender 
____Other (please list) 
How many children under 18 live in your household? 
___0 
___1 
___2 
___3 
___4 
___5 and above 
What is your employment status? 
___Work full-time 
___Retired 
___Work part-time 
___Own business 
___Unemployed 
___Student 
___Other (please list) ___________ 
What is your highest education level? 
____Some primary school 
____High school degree 
____Some college credits 
____Undergraduate degree 
____Some graduate credits 
____Graduate 
On average, how many times a week do you eat at causal restaurants (similar to 
restaurants like Applebee’s and Perkins)?  ____ times per week 
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On average, how many hours do you spend looking at online reviews every week on 
online review websites, such as Yelp.com® or TripAdvisor.com®?  ____hours a week 
 
 
